Few physicians have received more posthumous honours than Sir William Osler (1849 Osler ( -1919 , who died on 29 December 1919, at his home in Oxford from hemorrhage following surgery for complicated lower respiratory tract infection. At least 15 biographies and quasi-biographies, more than 2000 articles in peer-reviewed journals-including the lead article in the inaugural issue of The Journal of Medical Biography and the first supplement issue of this journal 1,2 -and various clubs, societies, lectureships, essay contests, awards, rooms, lecture halls, amphitheaters, clinics, hospital wards, a health care system, an elementary school, and other entities bearing his name attest to his influence on the medical profession, and, to a lesser degree, the world at large. In 2016, he took first place in a poll of US physicians asked to name 'the most influential physician in history'. 3 The centenary of his death makes it appropriate to survey briefly 'Osler studies' through the last century and to speculate on future scholarship in this area.
'First-generation' Oslerians were those who knew Osler personally or felt they knew him as a contemporary. They often singled out his personality; 'magnetic' was a common descriptor. Sir Arthur Keith (1866-1955) spoke for many: 'A future generation will never understand the love which Osler's own generation lavished on him, and the respect in which it held him . . . it was through him that the international medical wheels turned with an easy movement'. 4 It is relatively easy to parry the criticisms by Weissmann, Halpern, and Veatch. Weissmann and Halpern seized on Osler's 'Aequanimitas' address 13 as though it summarized a comprehensive approach to patient care. In that short address and elsewhere, Osler spoke of the need to balance 'head' and 'heart' in medical practice, or what we would now call 'detached objectivity' and 'empathic caring'. The relative roles of 'head' and 'heart' naturally vary according to the nature of the task at hand; there is a time to be emotional, and a time to restrain emotions as during surgical emergencies. 14 Veatch allows that 'Osler was the most philosophically sophisticated physician of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries', but also notes that he 'was not deeply engaged with the ideas of the philosophers. He was an admiring auditor, not a participant in the conversation'. Judging from the title of his book, Veatch conflates 'humanist' with 'serious student of moral philosophy'. Osler for his part conceded, 'I have never succeeded in mastering philosophy-''cheerfulness was always breaking in.''' 15 'Fourth-generation' Osler scholars are now emerging. Alongside those who continue to admire Osler are those who will resist the appellation, 'Oslerian'. In 2018, Melbourne physicians Patrick Fiddes and Paul A Komesaroff brought out an article entitled 'An emperor unclothed: the virtuous Osler', in which, after a series of bold criticisms of Osler, they conclude: 'It is now time to set the record straight, for the sake of historical truth, the values of science, and the integrity of medicine itself'. 16 These authors implicitly borrow the criticisms of Weissmann and Halpern, and they seize upon Veatch's observation that Osler did not engage in serious dialogue with the philosophers of his day, even though none of his contemporaries did, either. They level fair criticisms at Osler's sometimes improper 'determination to secure autopsies' during his early career as a pathologist, but comments such as Osler's 'hardness and callousness' towards patients, 'his frequent, disparaging remarks', and 'the prejudices he was incapable of questioning' are less convincing. Fiddes and Komesaroff are nevertheless correct that in some respects Osler falls short as a role model for the 21st century. He was, after all, a product of his time, place, and culture. Osler in his essay on Sir Thomas Browne reminds us that 'a man must be judged by his times and his surroundings'. 17 Is Osler relevant at all to the 21st century? The answer here is 'yes', for at least two reasons. First, he matters to physicians to the extent that they value their identity as 'professionals'. French historian Danielle Gourevitch probably spoke for many when she predicted the 21st century 'will witness the triumph of medicine, but also the substitution of doctors by health technicians'. She called Osler 'the last maıtre ap enser for a noble-minded general medicine'. 18 Second, he matters for historians, sociologists, policy makers, and others who wish to understand how the past influences the present. As Osler's biographer Michael Bliss observed, it is 'difficult to read or write the history of modern medicine without bumping into Osler'. 19 'Fourth-generation' Osler scholars will take a more critical and nuanced view than did their predecessors, but Osler will continue to matter to persons interested in medical history from either an 'internalist' or an 'externalist' perspective. 20 
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